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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-4, 9-1 1, 14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Stoner(US 2,450,172). 

3. The patent to Stoner discloses a hose holder for a vacuum system comprising a frame 36- 
44, including first and second cradles 44 at spaced positions from one another at opposing ends 
of the frame for supporting the vacuum hose 14 wrapped thereabout; and releasable, resilient 
clamp means 28,30 (see column 2, lines 20-30) for supporting the frame on the rigid pipe 24. As 
seen in figure 4, the clamp means comprise at least one spring clip including a pair of opposed 
jaws which are biased towards one another. It should be noted that the examiner is exercising 
the broadest reasonable interpretation of what a rigid pipe is as the wall 24 of the canister 
vacuum is considered to be the rigid pipe. With respect to claim 16, Stoner is considered to 
disclose the method steps of providing a frame for supporting the vacuum hose thereon; 
wrapping the hose about the frame; and supporting the frame on the rigid pipe. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 1-3 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Riczinger et al. (US 5,137,156) in view of Stoner (US 2,450,172). 

7. The patent to Riczinger et al. discloses a frame 10 for supporting the vacuum hose 34 
wrapped thereabout, a hose clamp 26,28 suitably arranged for securement of a free end of the 
vacuvmi hose therein, wherein the hose clamp is supported on the frame and the frame and the 
clamp means are integrally moulded together. Riczinger et al. does not disclose a clamp means 
for supporting the frame on the rigid pipe, but does allow for altemate attachment methods (see 
column 6, lines 25-30. However, the patent to Stoner discloses a hose holder for a vacuimi 
system comprising a frame 36-44, including resiUent clamp means 28,30 (see column 2, lines 20- 
30) for supporting the frame on the vacuum cleaner 24. It would have been obvious to a person 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the attachment means of Riczinger 
(elements 158,160,162) to be a resiUent spring.clip clamp means in view of the teaching of 
Stoner so that the frame of Riczinger et al. could more easily be separated from the vacuum. 
With respect to claim 8, since Riczinger et al. is considered to be integrally moulded together. 
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once modified with Stoner, it is considered that Riczinger et al. would still be integrally moulded 
together. 

8. Claims 13, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stoner (US 2,450,172) in view of Riczinger et al. (US 5,137,156). 

9. The patent to Stoner does not disclose a hose clamp for supporting a fi"ee end of the hose 
thereon, the hose clamp being supported on a frame spanning between the first and second 
cradles. The patent to Riczinger et al. discloses a hose clamp 26,28 suitably arranged for 
securement of a free end of the vacuum hose. It would have been obvious to a person skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to provide the device of Stoner with a hose clamp 
supporting the firee end of the hose thereon in view of the teaching of Riczinger et al. in order to 
store the end of the hose and keep it fi*om faUing off the fi-ame. 

10. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stoner (US 
2,450,172). 

11. The patent to Stoner discloses the claimed invention except for the fi*ame is suitably sized 
to support a vacuum hose greater than 25 feet in length fiiUy within the area defined by each 
cradle. It would have been an obvious matter of engineering choice to a person skilled in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the frame of Stoner to be suitably sized to support 
a vacuum hose greater than 25 feet in length fiiUy within the area defined by each cradle, since 
such a modification would have involved a mere change in the size of a component. A change in 
size is generally recognized as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. Gardner v. TEC 
systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 
USPQ 232 (1984). 



Application/Control Number: 10/728,878 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1744 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 5, 12, 15 and 17 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The patents to Wareham et aL, Richardson, Cathey and Harper disclose of various 
hose and cord reels having one or more features of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Terrence R. Till whose telephone number is (571) 272-1280. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon. through Thurs. and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gladys P. Corcoran can be reached on (571) 272-1214. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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